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INTRODUCTION 
The production of' turkeys by farmers for market in Utah has risen from 
a meager beginning a few decades ago, to one of the important agricultural 
industries today. Utah 1 s turkey industry has expanded tenfold from the 
226,000 head sold in 1929 to the record high 2,285,000 head sold in 1954· 
Pounds sold was 13 times greater in 1954 than in 1929 due to the increased 
weight per bird as well as to the increase in number of head. The record 
nlli~ber of 2,285,000 head sold for the amount of ~10,635,000. This accounted 
for about seven per cent of the total farm income in Utah. 
Utah ranked sixth in turkey production in 1954, exceeded by Hionesota, 
Iowa, Virginia, Texas and California.1 In addition to returns to turkey 
growers, this enterprise contributes to other industries of the state such 
as poultry processors, feed dealers, hatcheries, transportation agencies 
and financing agencies. 
1. USDA. Agricultural Y~ket~lg Service. Release, Dated March 31, 1954· 
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PUH?OSE OF STUDY 
'Yiith the rapid grm;th in turkey production has come del!l&nd from grmrers, 
prospective growers, hatcherymen, feed dealers, processors, and financing 
agencies for information concerning requirements for turkey production. 
Available information is out of date because of recent developments in turkey 
nutrition, breeding, disease control and methods of processing. 
The specific objectives of this study were: 
1. To determine cost and returns i·rom turkey production in 1954. 
2. To determine the variation in cost of production and the 
influence of various factors on these costs. 
3. To detennine the physical quRntities of various input factors 
required in turkey production. 
4• To measure change:; in the economic and physical production 
requirements by comparing results with a similar study cover-
ing the yec.r 1942-43· 
3 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Some research has been done and results wTitten concerning the 
economic aspects of turkey production. This thesis will not cover them all 
but will ~ention some contributions to the field. One study was made by 
Dee A. Broadbent, li. Presto::1 Thomas, George T. Blanch and reported in Utah 
Experiment Station Bulletin 318. This study covered the same areas as the 
study reported in ti1is thesis. The study included 68 producers who raised 
an average number of 2757 turkeys per flock (2, p. 18). 
The study indicated the major costs of turkey production including 
feed at 58 per cent of the total, poults, 22 per cent of the total, and 
labor, ten per cent of the total (2, p. 19). 
Another significant contribution was the work done by E. G. Vdsner, 
Cornell Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 827. The study covered 
two different years. It included tile costs and returns on 30 farms for 
the year ending January 31, 1939, and on 32 farms for the year ending JanuorJ 
31, 1944 (3, p. 3). In 1938 the average number raised w~s 1358 per farm, 
and in 1943, 1840 per farm (3, P• 3). 
The production costs per pound live weight jumped from 21.4 cents in 
1938 to 37.6 in 1943. Feed comprised about one-half, lnbor charge about 
one-fifth, poult cost one-sixti1, and these ti1ree represented from 80 to 85 
per cent of the total cost of raising turkeys (3, p. 3). 
In 1948 a stlmy was conducted by Janes S. Plaxico, which consisted of 
45 market turkey producers in the Shanandoah Valley area (4, "?• 7). This 
study indicated ti1at feed accounted for 72.7 per cent of tile total cost 
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of production and the amount of feed required to produce a pound of meat 
varied from 4.3 to 6.0 and averaged 5.0 pounds (4, p. 15). Poults were 
the second largest cost item and averaged 85 cents per bird sold (4, p. 16). 
Labor was the third largest cost item, and labor requirement varied ;ridely 
between flocks (4, p. 16). 
In 1942 Carl N. Berryman and Nark T, Buchanan conducted a study in 
the state of Washington to determine the cost of production for market 
turkeys. The study included 169 turkey producers who raised about 213,000 
turkeys for market (1, p. 7). 
The average total cost per bird was ;;;4.61 or 25.2 cents per pound. 
Feed accounted for $2.78 or about 60 per cent; labor, $0.94 or about 20 per 
cent; poults, ~-54 or about 12 per cent of the total cost of production 
(1, p. 8). It required about 5·4 pounds of feed to produce a pound of meat 
(l, o. 9). Average mortality of all flocks was 18.1 per cent (1, p. 10). 
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SOURCE OF DATA Ai:·<D NETHOD OF PROCEDURE 
This study was confined to broad bree.sted bronze type turiceys. It 
consisted of 85 flocks which ranged in size from 1,172 to 18,360 turkeys. 
Total number in study was 359,120 bird~ which amounted to 18.6 per cent of 
the total of broad breasted bronze turkeys raised in Utah in 1954. 
Turkeys are produced in nearly all counties in Utah; however, over one-
half of the production comes from Cache and Box Elder in the northern part, 
and Sanpete and Sevier in the central part. These areas were selected in 
order to include all variations in production practices throughout the 
state, ·;.-i th the possible exception of 1iaS:1ington County, where clirnatic 
conditions vary considerably from other ~2jor producing areas. 
A list of grm-:ers in these are2.s was obtained and infonna tion was 
obtained by personal interviews. Not all producers were contacted !lor 
was an attempt made to get records from any specific sample of producers. 
Information concerning the turkey enterprise ;;as recorded on a 
prepared schedule. In instances "nere possible the accuracy of each 
record was checked with other sources such as feed dealers, processors, 
and financiers of turkey enterprises who bc<i de&lings ;::i th the grower. 
ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF DATA 
The factors in this study were analyzed for relationship with one 
another by the cross tabulation and simple correlation methods. 
Description of the enterprise stu4ied 
This study was confined to those producers who raised broad breasted 
bronze, young tom and young hen turkeys to maturity for market. Data were 
collected from 85 flocks in Utah--21 from Sevier County, 35 from Sanpete 
County, 15 from Box Elder County and 14 from Cache County. w'hile the 
production of turkeys for market was the most important enterprise, other 
livestock or crop enterprises were combined with turkeys on most farms 
studied. 
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A larger percentage of growers from Box Elder and Sevier Counties had 
dairy cows than those in the counties of Cache and Sanpete. Nine growers 
in Box Elder reported having some dairy cows. This represented 60 per cent 
of the total. Forty per cent of the growers in Sevier County had dairy 
cows, whereas 23 per cent in Cache County and 17 per cent in Sanpete County 
had dairy cows. In Cache and Sanpete Counties beef fattening enterprises 
were reported by 30 per cent and 50 per cent of the growers respectively, 
while only six per cent had a beef fattening enterprise in Box Elder County 
and ten per cent in Sevier County (Table 1). 
The percer..tage of growers with an alfalfa enterprise varied from 
53 per cent in Box Elder County to 85 per cent in Cache County. The 
average acreage gro~ per grower reporting likewise varied among counties 
from 30 in Box Elder to 62 in Cache County (Table 2). 
Table l. Livestock on turkey fa"rms in Utah in 1954 
Livestock Average Number Per Farm Reporting Percentage of }'arms Reporting 
Box Elder Cache Sanpete Sevier Box Elder Cache Sanpete Sevier 
Dairy cows l4 20 12 7 60% 23% 17% 40% 
Other Dairy Cattle ; 25 15 12 20% 23% 12% 20% 
Sheep 60 36 491 15% 26% 25% 
Beef Cattle 25 55 47 38 o6% 30% 50% 10% 
Beef Fattening 11 51 24 120 40% 30% 15% 10% 
Hogs 8 21 15 10 40% 23% 24% 15% 
Chickens (eggs) 164 30 55 637 33% 07% 08% 10% 
Broilers 4000 16833 3675 13% 23% 12% 
Turkey Fryers 40 1000 18566 o6% 07% OS% 
LB.Dlba Fattenine 6 165. 86 327 06% 15% 05% 20% 
-...) 
Table 2. Crops on turkey farms in Utah in 1954 
Croll__ 
~-~------~ ~---- ~-
Box Elder Cache Sanpete Sevier Box Elder Cache Sanpete Sevier 
Alfalf'a 30 62 31 26 53% 71% 85% 60% 
Small Grains 54 267 29 24 80% 77% 62% 60% 
Forage Crops 8 267 14 11 20% 23% 15% 10% 
Raw Crops 22 29 8 46% 30% 15% 
Other Crops 15 9 22 16 40% 38% 51% 35% 
Pasture 10 141 110 37 27% 38% 34% 15% 
Range 65 737 296 283 67% 85% 77% 65% 
00 
Acreage grown and proportion of producers growing other crops also 
varied by counties. 
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A major distinction between the north and central Utah areas we.s the 
land used in ranging the birds during the rearing and finishing periods. In 
the northern part and particularly in Ce.che County the producer had to forego 
a crop while his turkeys were occupying the land; however, he considered the 
fertilizer value of the turkey droppings equal to or worth more than the 
year's crop. Producers in the central section most generally used land not 
suitable for cropping; consequently the loss of crop ~nile turkeys were 
occupying the land was of little value, and the fertilizer value was like-
~i.se low. 
Production and marketing practices 
Successful turkey production requires more skill than the average 
poultry enterprise. The risks involved are great and a large investment 
is required in buildings and equipment. Turkeys are being raised in larger 
and larger numbers on fewer ferms each year. Of the 85 flocks included in 
this study the number of poults started ranged from 1172 to 18,360 birds 
with an average of 4896. 
~ost producers purchased dey-old poults from hatcheries or started 
poults from other producers at six to eight weeks and marketed the birds 
when 22 to 28 weeks old. Some producers purchased day-old poults and had 
them custom brooded. It •~s common to find large producers who started more 
than one brood; however, in all cases birds of different ages were separated. 
Day-old poults .-ere kept in brooders from six to ten -w"Beks, depending 
on weather conditions. Most producers have one brooder stove per 350 to 400 
poults. If' steam heat was used gro;;ers allowed about one square foot per 
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poult. Most producers penned off the poults in groups of about 350 to 400. 
A practice becoming more prevalent is to run the entire flock together during 
brooding. 
At about five to six weeks of age the poults were allowed to run on sun 
porches built adjacent to the brooder house or moved to colony houses for 
the remainder of the brooding period. At the end of the brooding period the 
poults were moved to the range where shelters were provided for protection 
from weather. Ranges consisted of farm fields, pastures or land of little 
or no value for the production of crops. In nearly all cases the feed and 
water were transported to the birds on the range. 
The birds were moved over the available range during the gro•~ng period 
in order to efficiently utilize the range and to prevent disease. Some 
gra.rers confined or yarded the birds more closely the last few weeks for 
finishing. Birds ready for market were either sold liveweight on the farm 
or transported to the processing plant for processing to pan-ready or 
eviscerated basis. They were then sold or stored for later sale. 
In recent years all Utah turkeys are prepared for market by processing 
to an eviscerated basis. Seventy-three of the 85 flocks in this study were 
sold on an eviscerated basis and processing costs incurred by the grower. 
Part or all of 12 flocks were sold liveweight and these were converted to 
an eviscerated basis in order to make them comparable. Conversion was done 
by taking 82 per cent of liveweight of toms and 80 per cent of liveweight 
of hens. 
Capital requirements and financing 
Capital requirements for turkey production consists of fixed and opera-
ting capital. Fixed capital was for crops, feeders, waterers, etc. The 
average inves~~ent in coops and sun porches a~ounted to ~2,237.00, which 
was almost 53 per cent of the total (Table 3). 
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Investment in shelters amounted to ~309.00 or seven per cent of the 
total, and feed storage amounted to ~392.00 or nine per cent of the total. 
The average producer had ~507.00 invested in brooders or 12 per cent of the 
total. Investment in feeders, waterers, and fencing &~ounted to ~18.00 or 
19 per cent of the total. These fixed capital costs averaged 93 cents per 
poult started. An average of $4.52 per poult started was required as opera-
ting capital for the production period. 
Because of the high operating costs in turkey production few producers 
were able to finance their production without borrowing. In this study 
eight producers financed their entire operation without borrowing. Three 
growers financed poults only, 26 feed only, and 48 financed both feed and 
poults. 
Banks supplied credit to 47 per cent of the growers, feed companies 
41 per cent, and other agencies such as hatcheries and production credit 
associations supplied credit to the other 12 per cent. 
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Table 3. Investment in buildings and equipment of 85 Utah turkey flocks in 
1 
Item Per Grower Per cent of Total 
Shelters :jf309.00 7% 
Feed Storage 392.00 9% 
Brooders 507.00 12% 
l''eeders .366.00 9% 
Waterers 329.00 8% 
Fencing 123.00 3% 
Coops and sun porches 2237.00 52% 
TOTAL !1:'4263.00 100% 
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COSTS AND RETURNS FROl1 TUIW>'Y PRODUCTION L1 UTAH, 1954 
The turkey enterprise studied showed a loss of $1,400 per flock, or 
two cents per pound of eviscerated turkey raised (Table 4), Receipts 
amounted to 38.5 cents per pound of turkey. Expenses for processing, haul-
ing and turkey federation dues amounted to 6.7 cents. The difference of 
31.8 cents failed by two cents a pound to cover the production costs. 
Refunds to patrons of cooperatives' organizations were not included 
in receipts because they had not been received by the time of the interview, 
E'or this reason some producers 1 net returns will be slightly higher than 
this study indicates by the amount of such refunds, 
l1ajor .w,t items 
Feed. Feed cost made up about 68 per cent of the total cost or 22.9 cents 
per pound of eviscerated turkey. It required 5.5 pounds of feed to produce 
a pound of eviscerated turkey. Nash made up 60 per cent of this feed and 
cost an average of ~4.79 per hundred-weight, or 15.8 cents per pound of 
eviscerated turkey. Scratch gra.ins made up a·oout 40 per cent of the 
ration at an average cost of (/3.19 per hundred-1-ceight, or 6.9 cents per 
; > 
pound of eviscerated turkey. Ranee and other feed accounted for two centsr""' ~ 
::: ~n 
.... -· per pound of eviscerated turkey. In most instances medicants "·ere include-: ~ 
"' r:::: in feed costs because t.'ley ,.,ere combined with the feed at the various o< ~ 
iJ;4 
plants and the cost of the medicant could not be separated. ~ 
r-
Poult costs. Poult cost constituted about 16 per cent of the total cost. 
The average cost for day-old poults was 78 cents and the average cost for 
poult per pound of eviscerated turkey was 5.5 cents. Death loss, which is 
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Table Costs and return flocks in 1 
Item Average per flock Eviscerated % Total 
dollar s cents 
Receipts from sale of 
turkeys 26,583 38.5 
Deductions for processing 
hauling and federation 
dues -4,6l7 -6.7 
Gross receipts for production 21,956 31.8 
Expenses 
Feed 15,788 22.8 67.6 
Labor 3,798 5·5 16.3 
Poult 1,348 2.0 5.8 
Buildings and equipment 982 1.4 4.2 
Interest on operating capital 332 .5 1.4 
Truck and tractor cost 358 .5 1.5 
Fuel, electricity, water,litter 373 .5 1.5 
All other costs 377 .6 1.7 
Total Expenses 23,356 33.8 100.0 
Net Loss 1,400 2.0 
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a factor of prime importance on poult cost per pound of turkey raised, 
averaged 13.7 per cent of the poults started. Turkey poults were purchased 
mainly from hatcheries in California, Oregon, ~ashington and Utah. 
J~bor ~osts. Labor cost was the third largest cost incurred in the produc-
tion of turkeys. It required about one-third of a man hour labor per turkey 
raised and amounted to 1.9 cents per pound of eviscerated turkey or 5.8 per 
cent of the total cost. The average wage rate was ~1 .02 per man hour. 
Operator's and unpaid labor was valued at rates equivalent to hired wages. 
The producer and his family supplied 70 per cent of the required labor and 
the remaining 30 per cent was hired. 
Miscellaneous costs . Miscellaneous costs are made up of all costs not 
specifically mentioned above in the production of turkeys for market. To-
gether they constituted 10.3 per cent of the total cost or 3.5 cents per 
pound of eviscerated turkey. Interest on the operating and fixed capital, 
depreciation and repair of buildings and equipment are included in miscell-
aneous expenses. An interest rate of six per cent per annum was charged 
for the use of operating capital for the length of time used. It amounted 
to.5 cents per pound of eviscerated turkey. 
A rate of five per cent was charged against the fixed investment. If 
other use was made of the buildings and equipment each flock was charged 
with its share. 'I'he fixed interest charge and depreciation on buildings 
and equipment accounted for 3.8 ~er cent of the total or 1.3 cents per 
pound of eviscerated turkey. 
Truck and tractor power costs amounted to one-half cent per pound of 
turkey raised or 1.5 per cent of the total cost. 
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Variations in net r eturns 
Net returns are the differences between t o tal receipts and total 
expenses. About one-third of the flocks in this study returned a profit to 
the producer in spite of the cost-price relationship that existed. On an 
average the 85 flocks showed a loss of two cents per pound of eviscerated 
turicey. The highest ten per cent of the flocks returned a profit of 5 .4 cents 
per pound to the pr oducers, whereas the lowest ten per cent of the flocks 
returned a loss of ll.6 cents per pound (Figure 1) . 
Variations in net returns depend upon two factors--selling pr ices and 
costs or production. Both varied widely among the 85 flocks . In the nonnal 
situation hen turkeys sell for higher prices than toms. In the study hens 
sold for an average price of 43 . 9 cents per pound eviscerated, w~ile toms 
averaged 35 cents . The prices received for young hens ranged from 41 to 48 
cents per pound. Twenty-five per cent of hens were sold for 42 cents and 
another 25 per cent for 45 cents per pound. Tom prices ranged from 33 to 40 
cents with over 50 per cent of the flocks selling for 35 to 36 cents per 
pound . 
Pr oduction costs varied even more than selling prices. Production 
costs for about 30 per cent of the flocks fell in the range of 36 to 40 cents 
per pound. Production costs for about nine flocks were less than 32 cents 
per pound, and a similar number had costs in excess of 48 cents per pound. 
By detennining the extent to which variation in prices received and costs 
of pr oduction are associated with varia tion in net r eturns , the relative import-
ance of each of these factors can be established. By such analysis it was 
found that 90 to 95 per cent of the variation in net returns was associated 
with variation in costs of production compared with a total of five to ten 
Net returns 
Cents per 
pound 
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Yigure 1. Variation in net returns among 85 Utah flocks (each bar 
represents 10 per cent of the flocks). 
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per cent with selling price.1 This means that producers who made high 
net ret~s did so because t hey had low cost of production r at her than 
because they were luc~1' and hit a high price. This does not mean that the 
producer should not always strive to get the top price. However, it empha-
sizes the fact that producers should conca1trate their efforts on the factors 
over which they have same control. Producers can, t hr ough sounder manage-
ment practices, make production more ef ficient, thereby cutting down the 
overall cost of production and enhancing t heir chances of making turkey 
raising more profitable, regardless of the prices received. 
1. Per cent determinations or r 2 between net returns and cost of pr oduction 
for hen, t om and mixed flocks was 88.3, 90.6, and 85.9 r espectively. 
Per cent determination between net r eturns and selling price were 2.5, 
.03, and 3.6 for hen, tam and mixed flocks. 
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ANALYSIS OF SOME FACTORS INFLUENCING COSTS 
As with the production of most farm products for market, many factors 
are related to the costs and returns of the product. Turkey production is 
no exception. This section will be devoted to analyzing these factors 
and the variations therein. 
Size of flock 
The size of turkey flock was studied to determine its effect upon the 
costs and returns. The 85 flocks in this study were sorted for this f actor. 
The 85 flocks were divided into four size groups as follows: 1172 to 3500, 
3501 to 4300, 4301 to 5200, and over 5200. 
Size of flock appeared to have little effect on cost and returns per 
pound of turkey (Table 5). The smallest group, ~ich averaged 2535 birds, 
had the second highest returns per pound. Labor required per 100 pounds of 
eviscerated turkey decreased from 2.16 hours per 100 pounds of turkeys in 
the smallest group to 1.71 hours in the largest size group. More of the 
large flocks were hen flocks as shown by the low percentage of toms. Death 
loss and feed conversion were not consistently related to the flock size. 
Feeding efficiency 
Since feed was the major cost item in the production of turkeys, a 
grouping was made on the feed required to produce a pound of turkey in 
order to ascertain its relationship to costs and returns. The records were 
grouped into four equal groups, according to amount of feed required to pro-
duce a pound of turkey. 
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Table s. Size of turAey flock related to costs and returns and other 
factors 
Birds started per flock Hrs . labor Feed per # % toms Net 
Ave. No Rec-% death Per 100# of Evis . in Expense Ret. 
Range No. ordli! Loss Turke;I turke;y: Flock Per ti. Per 11. 
1172-3500 2535 22 15.6 2 .16 5.26 67.9 • 38'7 -.025 
3501-4300 3806 20 12.8 2.24 5.70 68.5 .411 -.fJ71 
4301-5200 4567 21 16.0 1.73 5.61 61.7 .411 -.032 
Over 5200 8561 22 12.3 1.71 5.31 27.9 .406 -.001 
As the feed required to produce a pound of turkey increased from less 
than 4.90 pounds to 6.00 pounds and over, total expenses i ncreased from 35.8 
cents to 46.5 cents per pound of eviscerated turkey and returns decreased 
from a profit of 1.5 cents to a loss of -7.5 cents per pound of eviscerated 
turkey (Table 6). 
There was an interrelationship between pounds feed required to produce 
a pound of turkey and per cent death loss. As the feed required to produce 
a pound of turkey increased from less than 4.90 pounds to 6.00 pounds and 
over, the per cent death loss increased from 12.4 to 18.0. Flocks with 
highest feed conversion received 66 per cent mash compared with 56 per cent 
for the lowest group although this relationship was not consistent. 
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Table 6. Feeding efficiency as related to costs and returns and other 
factors 
Feed Per # Per cent Per cent Receipts Expense Net Returns 
Evis . Turke~ Death l-1ash in Per Per PoWld Per 
Range Ave! Loss Return PoWld PoWld 
Less 
than 
4.90 4. 50 12.4 66 .1 37.3 35. 8 .;. 1. 5 
4-90-
5.35 5-14 9-3 58 .2 38 .5 39. 2 .;. 0.7 
5-35-
5.99 5.63 16.4 63 . 5 38 .3 42. 5 - 4. 2 
6.00 
and 
mor e 6.76 18.0 55.9 39 .0 46 . 5 - 7 · 5 
22 
Per cent death loss 
The 85 flocks were divided into four equal groups according to per cent 
death loss. As the per cent death loss increased from less than 8.0 per 
cent to 16 per cent and over, the net returns decreased from f 0.9 cents 
per pound to a loss of -6.2 cents per pound of eviscerated turkey (Table 7). 
Per cent death loss was associated with feeding efficiency. As per 
cent death loss increased from less than 8.0 per cent to 16.0 per cent and 
over, pounds feed per pound of turkey increased from 5.23 to 5.61 pounds. 
As per cent death loss increased, the per cent toms in the flock increased. 
Labor efficiency 
Labor costs accounted for approximately six per cent of total cost of' 
producing turkeys. The hours of labor required to produce 100 pounds of 
eviscerated turkey was used as a measure of labor efficiency. The records 
were divided into four equal groups ranging from below 1.40 to over 2.40 
hours per 100 pounds. In this grouping all flocks recorded negative returns 
with the flocks requiring less than 1.40 showing a net return of' -0.9 cents 
per pound for eviscerated turkey and f'locks requiring 2.40 and more the 
returns decreased to -3.2 cents per pound eviscerated turkey (Table 8). 
Relation between size of flock and l abor required was not consistent; there 
was little or no relationship between labor required to produce a hundred 
pounds eviscerated turkey and feed required to produce a pound of turkey. 
Returns from turkey production rela ted to three eff iciency factors 
The major costs in illrkey production are costs which the grower has 
some control over through management practices. It was thought t hat the 
grower Who did a better than average job should have a more profitable opera-
tion. For this reason a sort was made, using as the factors three major cost 
Table 7. Per cent death loss as related to costs and returns and other factors 
Range 
Per cent No Records 
Less than 8.0 20 
8 .0 to 11.9 22 
12.0 to 15.9 20 
16.0 and over 2.3 
Feed Per 
Pound of Net Return 
Aver age Per cent Eviscerated Total Per Pound 
Death~ Toms in flock Turkey____~ Receipts Expenses of Turkey 
5.7 
10.1 
14.2 
24.7 
28 .0 
52.1 
46.0 
70. 9 
5.2.3 
5 • .34 
5. 65 
5.61 
40.3 
37 .9 
38.8 
37 .1 
.39.4 
.37 .8 
42 .2 
43.3 
.;. 0 . 9 
- 0.1 
- 3.4 
- 6. 2 
1\) 
~ 
Table 8. Labor efficiency as related to costs, returns and other factors 
Hours labor per Per Feed 
lOOt turke~ No cent Per 
Rec- Size Death Pound Total Profit 
Raru!e Ave. ords Flock Loss Turke;.y: Recei12ts ExPense or Loss 
Less than 
1.40 l.(Jl 23 5259 14.0 5.38 37.4 38.3 -0.9 
1.40 to 
1.89 1.63 21 4469 12.5 5.30 38.3 39.2 -0.9 
1.90 to 
2.39 2.14 22 4061 14.0 5.59 38.4 41.8 
- 3-4 
2.40 and 
more 3-04 19 5905 14.2 5.59 40.3 43.5 -3.2 
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items in turkey production: feed required to produce a pound of eviscer-
ated turkey, labor required to produce 100 pounds of eviscerated turkey, and 
per cent death loss. This grouping was made qy combining those records 
above average in all three factors, above in two, above in one, and below 
average in three factors. 
It was apparent that the producers who were better than average in all 
factors had a more profitable operation than those who were better than 
average in two factors or one factor or no factors. The profit decreased 
from 1.5 cents per pound of eviscerated turkey for those producers who were 
above average in all three factors to a net loss of nine cents per pound 
of eviscerated turkey for those producers who were above average in none 
of the three factors (Table 9). 
Composition of flock 
Some turkey producers run both sexes of turkeys together for the 
entire growing season. Others separate them after brooding, while still 
others buy sexed poults. A sort was made on the composition of the flock 
to determine its effect on costs and returns. This was done by dividing 
the flocks into three groups: hens, toms and mixed. 
The hen flocks showed total production costs of 33.8 cents and returns 
of 2.3 cents per pound of eviscerated turkey (Table 10). Toms' total expenses 
amounted to 32.0 and returns -2.7 cents per pound of eviscerated turkey. 
Mixed flocks showed a production cost of 35.1 cents and returns of -3.6 cents 
per pound of eviscerated turkey. Pounds of feed per pound of turkey was 
5.12 for hens, 5.30 for toms and 5.72 for mixed flocks. Per cent death 
loss was slightly lower for the hen flocks than for tom or mixed flocks. 
Labor requirements per pound were greater for hen flocks because labor needs 
are related to number of birds rather than pounds of turkey raised. 
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Table 9. Three efficiency factors as related to costs and returns in 
turkey production 
Feed Hrs. Labor Profit or 
Per # Per cent Per 100# Loss per # 
No Evis. Death loss Evis. of 
Record Turke;y: Turke;y: Turke;y: 
Better than average 
in three factors 22 4-97 9.0 1.3.4- J 1.5 
Better than average 
in two factors 21 5-39 8.2 2.21 J 0.2 
Better than average 
in one factor 31 5.68 18.2 1.71 - 4.6 
Better than average 
in no factors 11 6.30 23.6 2.69 - 9.0 
Average all flocks 85 5.1,5 13.7 1.92 - 2.0 
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Table 10. Composition of flocks as related to costs and returns and other 
factors 
# Feed Hrs. Labor 
Per # Per 100# Per cent 
of Evis. Death Per cent Total Net 
Sex Turkei; Turkei; Loss G:~:ade A Recei]2ts Expense Returns 
Hens 5.12 2.18 10.1 92 36. 1 33.8 .;. 2 . 3 
Toms 5.30 1.71 16.2 89 .1 29 .3 32.0 - 2.7 
Mixed 5.72 1.94 1.43 92.2 36. 5 35 .1 - 3. 6 
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COSTS A..~D RETURNS BY AREA 
As stated previously in this study, the flocks came from the four 
major producing counties in Utah. For this reason a sort 'Was made by 
county. This was done by grouping all flocks into county groups. As is 
shown,there were 21 flocks from Sevier, 35 from Sanpete, 15 from Box Elder 
and 14 from Cache . Enter~risrs showed a loss in all counties but varied 
from -.04 cents per pound in Sanpete to a high of -3 .5 cents per pound in 
Cache and Box Elder. Higher returns from Sanpete turkey flocks were due 
primarily to lower feed prices, lower death losses and smaller per cent of 
toms in flocks. 
Table ll. County raised as related to costs and returns and other factors 
Average Per cent Price Feed Per Per cent 
Number Number Tom in of Feed Pound of Death 
Co!!!!t:Y:: Records IIl FlQgk Flock Cwt. Turke:t: Loss 
Sevier 21 4726 55.9 4 • .31 5.46 14.2 
Sanpete .35 5.360 34.2 3.95 5.44 11.0 
Box Elder 15 4884 52.6 4 • .38 5.49 18.8 
Cache l4 4431 6.3.2 4-30 5.45 15.5 
Total 
ReceiQtS Exoense 
.31.0 .34.1 
.32.5 .32.9 
.32.0 .35 .5 
31.0 34.5 
Net 
Returns 
- .3.1 
- 0.4 
- 3.5 
- .3 .5 
!\) 
...0 
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Cffi1PARISON BETWEEN 1942 AND 1954 STUDIES 
A similar study entitled 11 An Economic Analysis of Turkey Production 
in Utah, 11 by Dee A. Broadbent, loT. Preston 'lhomas and George T. Blanch, was 
made, covering the production year of 1942. It "WaS felt that since the two 
studies were conducted in the area and for the same purpose, it would be of 
value and interest to compare factors in the cost of production, and costs 
and returns from producing turkeys to give indication as to the changes, if 
any, in the production of turkeys . 
The quantities of physical imputs in turkey production all decreased 
from the 1942 production year to the 1954 year. Total feed required to 
raise a turkey decreased from 114 pounds in 1942 to 90 pounds in 1954, or a 
decrease of about 22 per cent (Table 12). 
Feed costs per turkey raised, however, increased 64 per cent, from $2.28 to 
$3.74 per ~~Aey. Feed as a per cent of the total cost increased from 58 
to 68 per cent. 
Labor required to produce a turkey decreased about 76 per cent,fram 
1.29 hours in 1942 to 19 minutes in 1954; cost of labor to produce a turkey 
decreased from 40 cents to 32 cents, a decrease of 20 per cent. Labor as a 
per cent of the total cost decreased from ten to six per cent. 
Day-old poult cost averaged 52 cents in 1942 as compared with 78 cents 
in 1954; death loss, which has a direct bearing on poult cost per bird 
raised, decreased from 26 per cent in 1942 to less than 14 per cent in 1954, 
so that the actual poult cost per turkey raised only varied from 86 cents 
in 1942 to 91 cents in 1954. Days required to produce a turkey decreased 
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from 217 to 184, or about a 16 per cent decrease. 
Costs of production, or total expenses, increased from 27.4 cents per 
pound in 1942 to 33.8 cents per pound in 1954. In the same period receipts 
decreased from 39.1 cents per pound to 31.8 cents per pound in 1954. Net 
returns per pound decreased from 11.7 cents in 1942 to a loss of two cents 
in 1954. Prices received for hens per pound decreased from 45.1 in 1942 to 
43.9 cents in 1954, while prices received for toms decreased from 41.4 cents 
in 1942 to 35 cents in 1954 (Table 13). 
Table 12. Comparison of various cost and efficiency factors in turkey 
production 1942 and 1954 
Items Compared 
Physical Imput Factors 
Pounds of feed fed per turkey 
Pounds of mash fed per turkey 
Per cent mash in ration 
Per cent dea~~ loss in brooding 
Per cent death loss in rearing 
Per cent death loss entire period 
Hours man labor per bird 
Price or cost factors 
1942* 
114 
51.6 
47 
18.3 
11.4 
27.2 
1.29 
Total cost of production per turkey 3 .88 
Feed cost per turkey 2. 27 
Price of mash per Cwt. 2. 50 
Investment in buildings and equipment .68 
Average cost of day-old poults • 52 
Value of labor per hour .31 
Total receipts per bird sold 5.69 
Price received for hens, cents per # 45 . 1 
Price received for toms, cents per# 41.4 
Other factors 
Age of birds when processed, days 
Average weight of toms sold, pounds 
Average weight of hens sold, pounds 
Average weight all birds sold 
217 
18.1 
10.8 
14·3 
1954 
89 
54 
60.5 
5.8 
8.4 
13.7 
0 .31 
1.08 
.78 
1.02 
5 . 20 
43.9 
35.0 
184 
21.1 
11.9 
16.3 
Per cent 
1943-1954 
- 21.9 
f. 4 
f. 28.7 
- 68 . 3 
- 26 .3 
- 49.6 
- 76 . 2 
f. 43 
f. 64.0 
f. 93.1 
f. 58. 8 
f. 50.0 
f.229.0 
- 8 .7 
- 2.7 
- 15.5 
- 15.2 
f. 16.6 
f. 10.2 
f. 14.0 
Per cent of birds in or ime grade 70 .0 9.14 t 30.6 
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*All factors for 1942 converted from New York dressed to eviscerated basis 
by using a. yield of 84 per cent for hens, 86 per cent for toms and 85 per cent 
for all turkeys. 
Table 13. Comparison of costs and returns from turkey pr oduction 1942 
and 1954 
Cents per Pound Per ce:1t of Costs 
Item 1942* 1954 1942 1954 
Number of flocks 68 85 
Receipts 39 .1 31.8 
Expenses : 
Feed 15.9 22 .8 58.0 67 .6 
Poult 6.0 5. 5 21.9 16.3 
Labor 2.8 2.0 10. 2 5.8 
All other 2.7 .3 .5 9.9 10.3 
Total Expenses Z7 .4 3.3 .8 100.0 100.0 
Net Returns 11.7 - 2.0 
* Cost per pound converted from New York dressed to eviscerated basis by 
using 85 per cent yield . 
33 
34 
CONCLUSION 
The commercial production of turkeys in Utah has increased during the 
past few decades. This has resulted,in part at least, from favorable feed-
price relationship. If any further expansion is to take place, turkey 
producing must continue to return to the operator; returns commensurate 
with the capital required and risks involved. 
Feed costs constitute approximately 70 per cent of the total cost; 
therefore, better feeding efficiency offers a possibility to increase the 
profitableness of turkey production. Poult quality affects feed conversion. 
Some turkey strains convert feed to meat more economically. Considerable 
work along these lines by breeders has been accomplished and continued work 
must be done. Research in turkey nutrition, scientific compounding of feed 
in formula feeds etc. have increased feeding efficiency. Continued work 
along these lines is a must. 
Success in turkey production is tied to a low per cent death loss. 
Death loss in turkey production is most often caused by the management 
practices of the producer. In brooding, the proper temperature maintained, 
adequate floor space, feeder space, water space, proper ventilation, type 
of litter, sound sanitation program, may all decrease the death loss and 
increase the profitableness. The management practices of each individual 
is hi's ow responsibility and he should strive to improve them each year. 
Labor efficiency offers some opportunity to increase the income from 
turkey production. Systematic feeding, watering, scheduling of time, 
sufficient number of poults to properly utilize available labor to its 
most efficient point, would tend to cut labor costs and increase the 
returns. 
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Producers must continue to take advantage of all advancements in 
turkey production in order to compete and return a profit for the opera-
tion. '!'he biggest opportunity to do this lies in the production factors. 
He must always strive to improve them. '!hey will enhance his chances for 
success. 
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SUMMARY 
1. An economic study was made of 85 flocks of turkeys produced in 
Utah in 1954. This study was restricted to broad breasted bronze turkeys 
and represented approximately 20 per cent total raised in Utah in 1954. 
2. Turkey production on most all the farms included in this study was 
the most important farm enterprise but in most cases it was associated with 
other livestock or crop enterprises. 
3. Credit to finance poults, feed or both was required by all but 
eight of the 85 flocks studied. 
4. Production costs averaged 33.8 cents per pound of eviscerated 
turkey. Feed accounted for 67.6 per cent, poults 16.3 per cent, labor 5.8 
per cent, and miscellaneous costs 10. 3 per cent of the total cost. 
5. Net returns varied from a loss of 11.6 cents per pound for the 
low ten per cent of the producers to a profit of 5.4 cents a pound for 
the high ten per cent of the producers. 
6. Prices varied from 4l to 4B cents per pound for hens and from 33 
to 40 cents for tams, pr oduction costs varying from below 32 cents to above 
4B cents per pound. 
7. Size of flocks in study had little or no effect on net returns 
per pound of turkey r aised. 
8. An average of 5.5 pounds of feed was required to produce a pound 
of eviscerated turAey. As feeding efficiency increased, production costs 
decrea sed and net returns increased. 
37 
9. Death loss for the 85 flocks averaged 13.7 per cent. As the per 
cent death loss increased from less than 8.0 per cent to 16.0 per cent and 
over, the profits decreased from 0. 9 cents per pound to -6.2 cents per 
pound of eviscerated turkey. 
10. Labor costs averaged 1.9 cents per pound of eviscerated turkey. 
Average hours required to produce 100 pounds of turkey ;..'as 1. 92. Labor 
required had little effect upon returns. 
11. '!he producers who did a better than average job in the three fac-
tors were the most successful, while the producers who were below average 
in all three were the least successful. The three factors were labor 
efficiency, labor required to produce 100 pounds of turkey and death loss . 
12. Hen flocks made the most profits; they aver aged 2. 3 cents per pound 
of eviscerated turkey. Tom flocks averaged -2.7 cents per pound, and 
mixed flocks averaged -3.6 cents per pound of eviscerated turkey. 
13. 'When sorted by county all groups showed a loss to the producer, 
but variation was noted with Sanpete County producers averaging -.04 cents 
per pound, Sevier County averaging -3.1 cents per pound, Cache and Box 
Elder Counties averaging -3.5 cents per pound. 
14. Comparison between studies in 1942 and 1954 indicated that all 
physical imputs in turkey production decreased from 1942 to 1954. Feed 
required to produce a turkey decreased almost 22 per cent. 
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